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ABSTRACT
The English Language Teaching (ELT) Textbook Evaluation Checklist was developed 
in response to the need for a reliable, valid and practical instrument to evaluate English 
language teaching textbooks. The checklist was qualitatively developed by a review of the 
literature (Mukundan & Ahour, 2010; Mukundan et al., 2011a) and was refined through 
qualitative (Mukundan et al., 2011b) and quantitative (Mukundan & Nimehchisalem, 2012a) 
methods. As the validation test results of the checklist (Mukundan & Nimehchisalem, 
2012b; Nimehchisalem & Mukundan, 2013) indicated, it could be refined further to improve 
its validity, reliability and practicality. The present study discusses the modifications made 
to the checklist following the comments of a panel of experts (n=3), who were sent a copy 
of the old version of the checklist. They commented on the comprehensiveness, importance 
and clarity of the domains and items of the checklist independently. The qualitative method 
was used to collect and analyse the data. The checklist was refined based on the experts’ 
comments; problematic items were removed or revised and a scoring guide was added to 
it. The refined instrument is more economical than its previous version, and yet further 
research is required to test its validity empirically.
Keywords: English language textbook evaluation, evaluation checklists, checklist validation
INTRODUCTION
Textbooks are evaluated for two main 
reasons: selection or adaptation (Sheldon, 
1988). Sometimes programme developers 
or language teachers need to evaluate 
textbooks so that they can make wise 
decisions in selecting the most suitable 
book for a language course. Textbook 
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selection can remarkably influence the 
process of learning and teaching as 
students and teachers continuously make 
references to them (McGrath, 2002) and 
programme developers design syllabi 
around them (Garinger, 2002). Textbook 
evaluation can also help the reflective 
teacher make necessary changes to a 
textbook by examining its weaknesses 
or strengths. Teachers’ involvement in 
this type of evaluation can help them 
develop professionally (Mukundan, 2010). 
However, in practice, teachers often prefer 
to use books that have attractive covers or 
use best-selling books blindly and merely 
because they are used by others (Tomlinson, 
2010). It is possible to evaluate textbooks 
in two ways, implicitly or explicitly. 
Language teachers often evaluate 
textbooks implicitly, which involves an 
impressionistic judgment of the material 
through a quick glance at it with a picture 
of the target learners in mind. One may 
find it easy to rely on the impressionistic 
judgment of an experienced teacher to test 
the suitability of a textbook. However, less 
experienced teachers, who have not yet 
developed a principled set of evaluative 
criteria in their minds, will find it hard to 
come up with valid judgments. In such 
cases, a better choice would be using the 
explicit evaluation method in which a clear 
set of criteria is referred to by the evaluator 
to test the usefulness of the material. 
Instruments that present such explicit sets 
of criteria are called checklists. They can 
help the evaluator make an explicit and 
comprehensive assessment of the quality 
of the textbook in question. Checklists 
can reduce the subjectivity of evaluators’ 
impressionistic judgment, contributing to 
the reliability of the evaluation.
A review of the available checklists 
indicates that in spite of their importance, 
these instruments are often not tested for 
their validity or reliability. Admittedly, 
there are checklists that have been 
validated, but they are rarely tested for 
their practicality. Some of these checklists 
are laden with specialised terminology 
that can be discouraging for language 
instructors with little theoretical knowledge 
of ELT. There are also some checklists 
whose developers report temptingly high 
reliability indices. However, in practice, 
most language instructors will avoid these 
because they are highly specialised and/
or uneconomical. The ELT Textbook 
Evaluation Checklist (reported here) was 
developed to provide language instructors 
and researchers with a valid, reliable as 
well as practical instrument to evaluate 
English teaching textbooks. The checklist 
was developed using both qualitative and 
quantitative methods of analysis. The next 
section briefly reviews the literature on ELT 
material evaluation and gives a summary 
of the procedure of developing the present 
checklist.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Different scholars have suggested various 
procedures and criteria for evaluating ELT 
materials. Tomlinson (1998) provides an 
extensive list of principles to be considered 
in material development and evaluation. 
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He proposes that good English language 
learning-teaching materials should:
1.  achieve impact (by having novelty and 
variety and by being attractive and 
appealing),
2.  help learners feel at ease and overcome 
anxiety (by providing plenty of white 
space and providing comprehensible 
input, i+1, Krashen, 1988),
3.  be relevant to the learners’ needs,
4.  promote learner self-investment (by 
involving them in projects and creating 
their own resources),
5.  present authentic language,
6.  draw learners’ attention to linguistic 
features of the input (which does 
not necessarily mean an explicit 
presentation of grammar),
7.  promote the use of the target language 
to achieve communicative purposes 
(e.g., through information gap 
activities,
8.  consider the fact that positive effects 
of instruction are often delayed,
9.  consider learners’ varying learning 
styles and affective attitudes,
10.  permit a silent period at the beginning 
of instruction,
11.  encourage intellectual, aesthetic and 
emotional involvement that stimulates 
both right and left brain hemispheres 
(through activities like singing a song),
12.  not rely on controlled practice (since it 
is retained only in short-term memory), 
and
13.  provide opportunities for outcome 
feedback (by activities that encourage 
them to check their language 
achievement).
According to Stevick (1971), textbooks 
could be evaluated based on three qualities 
(strength, lightness and transparency), three 
dimensions (linguistic, social and topical) 
as well as four components (occasion 
for use, sample of language use, lexical 
exploration and exploration of structural 
relationships). Brown (1995) suggests 
evaluating materials in terms of their 
background (e.g. the author’s credentials), 
fitness to the target curriculum, physical 
characteristics, logistical characteristics 
(e.g. price and availability) and teachability 
(e.g. annotations to help teachers explain 
and plan activities). For Ansari and Babaii 
(2002), approach, content presentation, 
physical make-up and administrative 
concerns constitute the universal features 
that are the bases on which a textbook 
should be evaluated. Bell and Gower 
(1998) emphasise that the language presented 
in an English textbook should be natural and 
realistic. They contend that a textbook with 
authentic examples of language commonly 
used in the real world can motivate the learner.
Some other dimensions that are often 
considered in evaluating textbooks include 
the learner’s role, the teacher’s role and the 
role of instructional materials (Richards & 
Rodgers, 1986), as well as the learning-
teaching context and the background of 
the learners (Byrd, 2001; Sheldon, 1988; 
Skierso, 1991). Another crucial factor is 
the relevance of learning content in the 
ELT materials in which the format and 
orientation of activities should be geared 
to learners’ preferences and developmental 
needs (Tudor, 1992).
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Although the available checklists 
have been developed for different 
learning-teaching situations, they usually 
share almost the same characteristics 
and evaluative criteria. Features such as 
aim, layout, methodology, organisation, 
language skills (speaking, listening etc.), 
sub-skills (grammar, vocabulary etc.) and 
functions can be frequently seen in most 
of the commonly used checklists like 
Cunningsworth (1995), Cunningsworth 
and Kusel (1991), Harmer (1991), Skierso 
(1991) and Ur (1996). 
The content of a checklist should 
be relevant and explicit. The items in a 
checklist should be worded in such a way 
that the concepts are defined clearly and 
unambiguously. In this respect, Littlejohn 
(1998) warns checklist developers about 
including items that involve “general, 
impressionistic judgements … rather than 
examining in depth what the materials 
contain” (p.191). Ur (1996) recommends 
that developers avoid wording items in 
such a way that they are limited to a specific 
methodology or approach. According to 
Littlejohn (1998), it is important to avoid 
items like “up-to-date methodology of L2 
teaching” (as in Williams, 1983, p.252). A 
teaching method that is up-to-date may not 
be necessarily the best available method 
for the target learning-teaching situation.
Furthermore, concepts that are hard to 
quantify should be avoided. For example, 
it is very hard to score an item that asks 
whether the material is “based on a 
contrastive analysis of English and the L1 
sound system” (Williams, 1983, p.255). 
Checklists are used by language teachers, 
who often cannot spare time to make a 
contrastive analysis of the first and target 
languages merely to be able to accurately 
respond to an item in a checklist. Also, 
teachers would find it very hard to quantify 
an item like “Balanced distribution: To 
what extent is there an even distribution 
of grammatical and vocabulary material 
among the chapters?” (as in Skierso, 1991, 
p.447). An analysis of such distribution 
patterns would require software like 
Wordsmith (Scott, 1999) or Retrotext-E 
(Mukundan, 2010). A human numerator 
would find it very challenging to analyse 
the distribution patterns of the new words 
throughout a textbook manually.
According to Tomlinson (2003), there 
are certain pitfalls that should be avoided 
by developers of textbook checklists, 
including (1) confusion over evaluation 
and analysis questions, (2) multiple 
questions in one item, (3) extended, unclear 
and unanswerable items, (4) dogmatic 
questions and finally (5) items that may 
be interpreted in different ways by various 
evaluators. In their review of 48 available 
checklists in the literature, Mukundan 
and Ahour (2010) show how checklist 
developers commonly commit the errors 
mentioned by Tomlinson (2003). 
PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON THE 
ELT TEXTBOOK EVALUATION 
CHECKLIST
The ELT Textbook Evaluation Checklist 
(referred to as ‘the checklist’ henceforth) 
has undergone a number of recursive 
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validation and refinement stages that will 
be presented in this section. The checklist 
was first designed based on the review 
of the related literature on ELT textbook 
evaluation (Mukundan & Ahour, 2010). 
Based on this review, a prototype was 
developed (Mukundan et al., 2011a). It 
consisted of two main domains, namely 
‘general attributes’ (5 sub-domains and 
11 items) and ‘learning-teaching content’ 
(9 sub-domains and 27 items). The sub-
domains in the first section included ‘the 
book in relation to syllabus and curriculum’, 
‘methodology’, ‘suitability to learners’, 
‘physical and utilitarian attributes’ and 
‘supplementary materials’. On the other 
hand, ‘general content’ (i.e. task quality, 
cultural sensitivity as well as linguistic and 
situational realism), ‘listening’, ‘speaking’, 
‘reading’, ‘writing’, ‘vocabulary’, 
‘grammar’, ‘pronunciation’ and ‘exercises’ 
constituted the sub-domains of the second 
section. The checklist followed a five-point 
Likert style scale, in which zero signified 
‘never true’ and four ‘always true’.
The prototype was further refined through 
qualitative and quantitative methods. Six 
experts participated in a focus group study to 
comment on the clarity, comprehensiveness 
and importance of the checklist items, sub-
domains and domains. Based on the focus 
group’s feedback, 2 items were rephrased 
and 14 more were added to the checklist 
(Mukundan et al., 2011b). The focus group 
study was very useful. Most importantly, 
it helped the developers revise some of the 
ambiguous items that would otherwise have 
reduced the reliability of the instrument. 
Subsequent to the focus group study, 
the refined checklist was given to a group of 
ELT experts (n=207) who stated their views 
on the checklist. They indicated which items 
needed to be reworded, removed or added. 
They also determined the importance level 
of each item by marking a five-point Likert 
scale from zero, signifying ‘unimportant’, 
to four, signifying ‘very important’. The 
method that was followed was almost the 
same as the one followed by Akbari et al. 
(2010) or Cid et al. (2009). Based on the 
results of factor analysis, two items were 
removed from the checklist. A discussion 
of the findings of this survey is presented 
in Mukundan and Nimehchisalem (2012a).
After the focus group study and the 
survey, the checklist turned into a 50-item 
instrument. At this point, two other studies 
were simultaneously conducted to validate 
the checklist. One of the studies involved 
a survey of a group of English language 
teachers’ views on the usefulness (validity, 
reliability, impact and practicality) of the 
checklist. For this purpose, a group of 
teachers (n=82) with bachelor degrees and a 
minimum of 2 years of teaching experience 
used the checklist to evaluate a textbook. 
They were then given a questionnaire to 
evaluate the checklist itself. The findings 
showed that more than three out of four 
teachers (78%) regarded the checklist 
as highly useful (Nimehchisalem & 
Mukundan, 2013). Additionally, some of 
the teachers provided comments that helped 
the developers in the further refinement of 
the checklist. The study provided some 
promising feedback on the usefulness of 
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the checklist, but its main limitation was 
its reliance on the ‘perceptions’ of a group 
of respondents rather than on a panel of 
experts’ evaluation of the checklist. It 
could not be concluded that the results of 
this survey were really able to take all of 
such elusive facets as validity, reliability, 
impact and practicality into account.
Therefore, another study was conducted 
which involved a more empirical evaluation 
of the validity, reliability and economy 
of the checklist. In this study, two ELT 
experts, who were experienced English 
language teachers with PhD degrees in 
TESL, evaluated the same textbook using 
the checklist. The correlation between the 
two raters’ results (the inter-rater reliability) 
proved to be quite high (r=.88). The experts 
also used another checklist with proven 
validity (i.e. Skierso, 1991) to evaluate the 
same textbook. A high correlation (r=.77) 
was reported between the results of the 
two checklists. This would mean that the 
checklist results indicated a high level 
of concurrent validity. Additionally, the 
checklist turned out to be more economical 
than the Skierso checklist. It helped the 
two experts evaluate the textbook in 9.5 
minutes, which was almost three times 
shorter than the time they spent using the 
Skierso checklist for the same purpose. 
Finally, the experts’ responses to a 
questionnaire indicated they were highly 
satisfied with the checklist (Mukundan & 
Nimehchisalem, 2012b).
As the reviewed literature on the ELT 
Textbook Evaluation Checklist indicates, 
the instrument has been developed and 
tested rigorously and positive results have 
been obtained on its validity, reliability, 
impact and practicality. However, further 
in-depth research was necessary to shed 
light on its potential problems and help 
its developers increase its usefulness. The 
present study was proposed to address this 
objective.
OBJECTIVE AND RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 
This study aimed at validating the ELT 
Textbook Evaluation Checklist with 
the help of a panel of ELT experts. The 
following research questions were posed to 
meet the objective of the project:
1.  How do the experts evaluate the 
ELT Textbook Evaluation Checklist 
regarding the comprehensiveness of 
its items, sub-domains and domains?
2.  How do the experts evaluate the 
checklist regarding the importance of 
its items, sub-domains and domains?
3.  How do the experts evaluate the 
checklist in reference to the clarity of 
its items?
METHOD
This research was an attempt to further 
improve the validity (research questions 1 
& 2) and reliability (research question 3) 
of the checklist. Qualitative method was 
used to collect and analyse data. The panel 
of experts that were consulted included 
three experienced ELT experts (one female 
and two males). They were all experienced 
ELT practitioners (with a minimum 
experience of 15 years) and all held PhD 
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degrees in Teaching English as a Second 
Language (TESL). They were individually 
given a copy of the latest version of the 
checklist with a cover letter indicating 
the objective of the research and asking 
them for their critical feedback. They 
were particularly requested to review the 
checklist and write down their comments 
on the comprehensiveness, importance and 
clarity of its items. All the experts returned 
their comments in less than a week. 
Using a panel of experts’ judgment, or 
qualitative expert reviews, is a common 
way of validating instruments (Wynd, 
Schmidt, & Schaefer, 2003). Also known as 
the Delphi technique, the method involves 
obtaining an expert panel’s independent 
evaluations over repeated rounds until 
consent is reached (Armstrong, 2001). 
After each round, summaries of the 
anonymous judgments are provided for 
the experts (Rowe & Wright, 2001). 
Delphi is based on the assumption that 
group judgment has higher validity than 
individual and/or unstructured group 
judgments and provides more accurate 
forecasts than unstructured groups (Rowe 
& Wright, 1999). In this study, the three 
experts provided consistent judgments 
about the validity of the instrument, which 
rendered a second round redundant.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The study sought to elicit feedback from 
the experts on the comprehensiveness, 
importance and clarity of the checklist 
items. The experts added some items that 
they believed would make the checklist 
more comprehensive (research question 1). 
They removed some that they considered 
unimportant (research question 2), while 
they modified and reworded the items that 
were not clear (research question 3). This 
section presents and discusses the changes 
made to the checklist based on the experts’ 
comments in three sections, each covering 
a separate research question. When 
references are made to the old version of 
the checklist (Appendix A), item numbers 
are followed by the word ‘Old’ (e.g. item 
1 Old); otherwise, the item appears in the 
new version of the checklist (Appendix B). 
Added Items
Some items were added to the checklist 
based on the experts’ comments. These 
included the flexibility of the checklist, 
textbook illustrations, supplementary 
materials (like tests and workbooks), 
language functions, learner attitudes and 
register of listening contexts. A score 
interpretation guide was also added to the 
checklist. Some of these comments were 
considered while others were disregarded, 
as discussed in this section.
There were comments concerning the 
flexibility of the checklist. The researchers 
were recommended to add a part to 
the checklist to enable the evaluators 
to disregard any of the items that they 
considered irrelevant to their present 
teaching situation. Some well-known 
checklists permit the evaluator to ignore 
an item that lacks relevance to particular 
learning-teaching contexts. The Skierso 
checklist (1991), for instance, has a ‘not 
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applicable’ column next to each item. Should 
an evaluator find an item irrelevant for the 
teaching-learning context in question, s/he 
may mark it as ‘not applicable’ and disregard 
it. In order to make the present checklist 
more flexible, a ‘not applicable’ column was 
added next to each sub-domain. A note was 
also added to the beginning of the checklist 
which instructed evaluators to disregard the 
sections that they found irrelevant to their 
present context.
The second expert suggested adding 
the item, Illustrations are sufficient, to 
Part D. This comment was, however, 
disregarded since it was covered by item 
9, It indicates efficient use of text and 
visuals. In part E (Efficient layout of 
supplementary materials), the second and 
third experts both suggested adding items 
on tests, quizzes and workbooks. Adding 
three items to this part would reduce the 
economy of the checklist. Instead, item 
14 Old, The book is supported efficiently 
by essentials like audio-materials, was 
modified to The book is supported by 
suitable materials, like a workbook, audio, 
or multimedia (item 10). A new item was 
also added to cover assessment, The book 
is supported by other materials like review 
and test units (item 11). One of the experts 
suggested adding an item on external 
links and references to internet sources 
and the like. This recommendation was, 
however, ignored since it would not be fair 
to penalise a book merely for not having 
made references to the internet.
The first expert suggested adding 
an item on language functions to part F 
(General content) e.g. Book covers the 
essential functions learners need to express 
their ideas in real life communication. 
This item was not, however, added to the 
new version of the checklist for a number 
of reasons. First, the item would not be 
suitable for textbooks that do not follow a 
functional notional syllabus. Additionally, 
the first item of the checklist, It matches to 
the specifications of the syllabus, covered 
the same concept. Adding similar items to 
the checklist would also reduce its economy. 
The first expert also suggested adding 
an item on the learners’ attitudes towards 
the book. He recommended an item like The 
students have a positive attitude toward the 
book. The item was not added to the checklist 
since it would divert the instrument from its 
main objective, which is enabling teachers 
and other experts to evaluate the usefulness 
and suitability of ELT textbooks rather than 
measuring learners’ attitudes or perceptions 
of textbooks. 
Following the third expert’s comment 
on part G (Listening), item 20, Various 
listening contexts such as formal vs. 
informal contexts are considered, was 
added to emphasise the variety of listening 
activities. Adding such an item was 
appropriate since it focused on the crucial 
area of style and register.
Finally, an interpretation guide was 
also added to the end of the checklist. To 
evaluate a textbook, the evaluator would 
read each item, assign a value of 0 to 4 
for each, add up the scores to calculate the 
total score, and then divide this score by 
the total number of the items (i.e. 39) to 
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achieve the mean score. If the mean score 
ranged between 0 and 0.80, it would have 
‘negligible usefulness’ to the target group 
of learners. A mean, ranging between 0.81 
and 1.60, would indicate ‘low usefulness’. 
The third level ranged between 1.61 and 
2.80, which would indicate ‘moderate 
usefulness’. The next level, ranging from 
2.81 to 3.60, would show ‘high usefulness’. 
The final level that fell between 3.61 and 
4.00 would indicate a ‘very high level of 
usefulness’. The levels were defined based 





>90% = very high
According to this rule of thumb, a value 
of <20% is regarded as ‘negligible’, 20%-
40% as ‘low’, 40%-70% as ‘moderate’, 70%-
90% as ‘high’ and >90% as ‘very high’.
Removed Items
This section will present the items that were 
deleted from the checklist. The items were 
removed generally for two main reasons. 
Most of these items overlapped with other 
similar items in the checklist. Other items 
were removed since they would make 
the checklist suitable only for particular 
types of English textbooks, making it less 
generic.
Item 5 Old, It is compatible with the 
socio-economic context, was deleted 
because the concept of learners’ socio-
economic context would be covered by 
item 7, It is appropriately priced. Items 
6 Old, It is culturally accessible to the 
learners, and 18 Old, Cultural sensitivities 
have been considered, were also removed. 
According to the third expert, these items 
had already been covered by item 4 Old, 
It is compatible with the background 
knowledge and level of students. Item 30 
Old, Activities motivate students to talk, 
in part H (Speaking) was removed since 
item 21, Activities are developed to initiate 
meaningful communication, would cover it.
Item 20 Old, The situations created in 
the dialogues sound natural and real, was 
removed since it would not be fair to regard 
an English textbook as unsuitable for lack 
of situational realism in it. In addition, 
linguistic realism (item 19 Old) to some 
extent overlapped with this item.
Item 23 Old, The book contains fun 
elements, was removed. Admittedly, 
engaging language students can definitely 
increase their motivation and make them 
more successful learners. However, it is 
the teacher and, in part, the students, who 
can make the textbook fun. In this respect, 
Pulverness (1999) contends that it is the 
teacher who reanimates the dead text of the 
book for the learners. As the second expert 
also noted, different cultures may have 
different conceptions of ‘fun’. In addition, 
if the textbook has ‘varied’ (item 14) or 
‘interesting’ (item 27) tasks, it will make 
it easy for the teacher to make its use fun.
Items 26 Old, Tasks are efficiently 
graded according to complexity, and 31 
Old, Texts are graded, were removed 
based on the first expert’s feedback. He 
contended:
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 Some items imply that ‘gradation’ is 
an essential criterion of suitability. 
However, gradation is a characteristic 
of linguistic or grammatical syllabi, 
and may be done away with by 
analytic syllabi or process-oriented 
syllabi. In addition, according to Ellis 
(2003), “there is no simple algorithmic 
procedure for grading tasks in terms of 
their inherent characteristics” (p. 122).
In fact, items 5, It is compatible with 
background knowledge and level of students, 
and 13, Tasks move from simple to complex, 
already covered the concept of difficulty, 
making items 26 and 31 redundant. 
Finally, item 35 Old, Models are 
provided for different genres, was also 
removed. The item would be more suitable 
for English textbooks following a genre- 
or text-based approach to teaching of ESL 
writing. The approach is more appropriate 
for courses following English for academic 
purposes. Having an item that promoted 
this approach would unfairly under-rate the 
textbooks that followed a different approach.
Modified Items
The panel of experts also suggested 
modifying some of the items for a number 
of reasons. As in the case of items that 
needed to be removed, some items lacked 
unidimensionality and focused on more 
than one sub-construct. There were also 
items that overlapped with others. It is 
common practice to have more than one 
item to test the same sub-construct. In 
the development of the present checklist, 
however, we tried to avoid overlapping 
items to keep the final checklist as concise 
as possible. The experts also highlighted 
some ambiguous items that were too broad 
and could confuse the evaluator. Some 
other items were modified to make the 
checklist more economical.
As the third expert pointed out, item 
2 Old, The activities can be exploited 
fully and can embrace the various 
methodologies in ELT, was testing two 
separate sub-constructs. The second part of 
this item, …and can embrace the various 
methodologies in ELT, was, in fact, the 
same as item 3 Old, Activities can work 
well with methodologies in ELT. This part 
of the item was, therefore, removed.
As it was also observed by the first 
expert, item 4 Old, It is compatible with 
the background knowledge and level of 
students, focused on two separate issues. 
In this respect, Tomlinson (2003) warns 
checklist developers of including multiple 
questions in a single item. The learners’ 
background knowledge includes their world 
knowledge, but their level encompasses 
their linguistic knowledge. Thus, the item 
was broken into two separate items. 
Another item that needed to be 
modified was item 3 Old, Activities can 
work well with methodologies in ELT 
since, according to the second expert, 
it was too broad. In her words, “Do we 
expect a book to cater for or accommodate 
various methodologies? Then the evaluator 
needs to have access to your operational 
definition of methodology.” The third item 
was, therefore revised as, Activities can 
work well in most classroom situations 
(item 4) to avoid the ambiguity that the 
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word ‘methodology’ could create. One of 
the experts commented on the word ‘needs’ 
in item 7 Old, It addresses the needs of the 
learners. As he argued, “The word ‘needs’ 
is too general a concept. It could include a 
variety of needs such as linguistic needs, 
functional needs, communicative needs 
etc.; moreover, different students may have 
different needs.” The item was, therefore, 
rephrased to It addresses learning targets 
(item 6) to avoid ambiguity. 
Item 11 Old, It is cost-effective, was 
rephrased to It is appropriately priced. As 
the third expert mentioned, in some cases 
free English textbooks may be provided 
for the students. The revised item can 
cover such situations. In part F (General 
content), item 17 Old, Task objectives are 
achievable, was reworded more clearly as 
Tasks support teaching objectives. Item 21 
Old, The material is up-to-date, was also 
modified, based on the second expert’s 
comment. According to her, the term ‘up-
to-date’ is vague and “can have different 
connotations. It may relate to the date of 
publication, the content, the topics, or 
the like”. The item was reworded as The 
content is fairly recent to avoid confusion. 
Another item that was modified was item 
22 Old, It covers a variety of topics from 
different fields. The idea of variety cannot 
be neglected since it makes the textbook 
more interesting. However, in the case of 
some textbooks, it would be impossible 
to have a variety of topics from different 
fields. Therefore, the focus of the item was 
shifted from the topics to the tasks. It was 
reworded as Tasks are varied (item 14). 
As mentioned by two of the experts, 
factors like durability, size, or printing 
quality are important, but not as essential 
as other items like the compatibility of 
the book to the background knowledge 
and level of the students (item 4 Old). 
Therefore, items 10 Old, It is durable, 
12 Old, Its size is appropriate, and 13 
Old, The printing quality is high, were all 
rephrased more generally as Overall, the 
book has a nice feel (item 2). Collapsing 
these items would also improve the 
economy of the checklist. Likewise, in part 
H (Speaking), item 29 Old, Activities are 
balanced between individual work, pair 
work and group work, was rephrased as 
Individual, pair and group work are given 
equal emphasis (item 22). The reworded 
item was shorter and easier to understand.
CONCLUSION
This paper summarises the previous 
research conducted to develop and evaluate 
The ELT Textbook Evaluation Checklist. It 
also presents the findings of a study that 
investigated a panel of experts’ evaluation 
of the validity and reliability of the 
checklist. This study helped the developers 
gain further in-depth feedback from the 
prospective users of the checklist regarding 
its usefulness. Based on this feedback, the 
checklist was revised. The new version 
of the checklist (see Appendix B) is more 
concise than the previous version. It has 
39 items (with 303 running words) while 
the previous version contained 50 (with 
361 running words). It also makes it more 
convenient for the evaluator to rate and 
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interpret textbooks with the help of its 
interpretation table that was missing in its 
predecessor. 
This study has useful implications 
for researchers who are interested in 
developing similar instruments. As the 
results indicated, there were many items 
in the checklist that were ambiguous or 
overlapped with others. Such issues could 
affect the reliability and validity of the 
instrument, but surprisingly they had been 
ignored in the previous studies through 
which the checklist had been developed. 
This leads us to the important conclusion 
that it is not sufficient to validate an 
instrument based on the perceptions of a 
group of experts or even the evaluation of a 
group of users. The findings have led us to 
believe that the critical feedback of a panel 
of experts can shed light on many areas of 
an instrument that may be ignored in more 
positivistic research methods.
The study emphasises the role of 
textbook evaluation checklists in ELT 
research and practice. A checklist is a 
useful tool that can be used for research 
purposes; that is, “measuring what might 
be expected to occur; and as a means of 
raising awareness among designers, i.e. 
pointing out what perhaps ought to occur” 
(Jones, 1993, p.457). As a research tool, a 
checklist can facilitate and encourage self-
directed teacher research, which has been 
underlined in the literature (Elliot, 1981; 
Roberts, 1993). It can be helpful in ‘pre-
use’, ‘in-use’ and/or ‘post-use’ ELT material 
evaluation (Cunningsworth, 1995; Ellis, 
1997). In pre-use (or predictive) evaluation 
of textbooks, the checklist can help teachers 
to select more useful and suitable textbooks 
for their language classes by examining the 
prospective performance in their present 
learning-teaching context. Teachers can 
use checklists to diagnose the strengths 
and/or weaknesses of the textbooks that 
they are using in their classrooms. Finally, 
checklists can also be used in post-use 
(or retrospective) evaluation of textbooks 
that involves a reflection on the quality of 
a textbook that has been taught/used in a 
language classroom. The present checklist 
can be used by programme evaluators, 
researchers and other experts to evaluate 
a textbook after it has been used. The 
probable shortcomings of the textbook can 
specifically be diagnosed with the help of 
the checklist and adaptations can be made 
to optimise the usefulness of the textbook.
However, any instrument should be 
used with caution as testing situations vary. 
For instance, the checklist will definitely 
require some modifications before it can 
be adequately used to evaluate junior level 
English textbooks for children. Additionally, 
the checklist cannot be used for evaluating 
ELT software packages unless certain 
criteria are added to address the technical 
properties of the software. It is common to 
test checklists by using them to evaluate a 
wide range and number of materials (Jones, 
1993). A study in which the checklist is 
used to evaluate several textbooks may help 
further improve its validity.
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English Language Teaching Textbook Evaluation Checklist (Old Version)
Instructions
Read the items in the checklist and in the column opposite the items indicate the level to 
which they agree with each statement by marking 0 to 4:
0 = Never true
1 = rarely true
2 = SometimeS true
3 = ofteN true
4 = alwayS true
I. General attributes
A. The book is in relation with the syllabus and curriculum
1. It matches the specifications of the syllabus.     
B. Methodology
2. The activities can be exploited fully and can embrace the various 
methodologies in ELT. 
    
3. The activities can work well with methodologies in ELT.     
C. Suitability to learners
4. It is compatible with background knowledge and level of students.     
5. It is compatible with the socio-economic context.     
6. It is culturally accessible to the learners.     
7. It is compatible with the needs of the learners.     
D. Physical and utilitarian attributes
8. Its layout is attractive.     
9. It indicates efficient use of text and visuals.     
10. It is durable.     
11. It is cost-effective.     
12. Its size is appropriate.     
13. The printing quality is high.     
E. Efficient layout of supplementary materials
14. The book is supported efficiently by essentials like audio-
materials.
    
15. There is a teacher’s guide to aid the teacher.     
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16.  Tasks move from simple to complex.     
17. Task objectives are achievable.     
18. Cultural sensitivities have been considered.     
19. The language in the textbook is natural and real.     
20. The situations created in the dialogues sound natural and real.     
21. The material is up-to-date.     
22. It covers a variety of topics from different fields.     
23. The book contains fun elements.     
B. Listening
24. The book has appropriate listening tasks with well-defined goals.     
25. Instructions are clear.     
26. Tasks are efficiently graded according to complexity.     
27. Tasks are authentic or close to real language situations.     
C. Speaking
28. Activities are developed to initiate meaningful communication.     
29. Activities are balanced between individual response, pair work 
and group work.
    
30. Activities motivate students to talk.     
D. Reading
31. Texts are graded.     
32. Length is appropriate.     
33. Texts are interesting.     
E. Writing
34. Tasks have achievable goals and take into consideration learner 
capabilities.
    
35. Models are provided for different genres.     
36. Tasks are interesting.     
F. Vocabulary
37. The load (number of new words in each lesson) is appropriate to 
the level.
    
38. There is a good distribution (simple to complex) of vocabulary 
load across chapters and the whole book.
    
39. Words are efficiently repeated and recycled across the book.     
40. Words are contextualized.     




41. The amount of grammar is achievable.     
42. The grammar is contextualized.     
43. Examples are interesting.     
44. Grammar is introduced explicitly.     
45. Grammar is reworked implicitly throughout the book.     
H. Pronunciation
46. It is contextualized.     
47. It is easy to learn.     
I. Exercises
48. They have clear instructions.     
49. They are adequate.     
50. They help students who are under/over-achievers.     
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APPENDIX B
English Language Teaching Textbook Evaluation Checklist (New Version)
Instructions
Read the items in the checklist and in the column opposite the items indicate the level to 
which they agree with each statement by marking 0 to 4:
0 = Never true
1 = rarely true
2 = SometimeS true
3 = ofteN true
4 = alwayS true
Na= Not applicable
NB: There may be one or more sections that you may not find applicable to your teaching 
context. In such cases, check the box in the ‘Na’ (or, Not applicable) column and 




A. The book in relation to syllabus and curriculum
1. It matches the specifications of the syllabus.     
2. Overall, the book has a nice feel.     
NA
 B. Methodology
3. The activities can be exploited fully.     
4. The acctivities can work well in most classroom situations.     
NA
 C. Suitability to learners
5. It is compatible with the background knowledge and level 
of students.
    
6. It addresses learning targets.     
NA
 D. Physical and utilitarian attributes
7. It is appropriately priced.
8. Its layout is attractive.
    
9. It indicates efficient use of text and visuals.     
NA
 E. Efficient layout of supplementary materials
10. The book is supported by suitable materials like a work-
book, audio, or multimedia.
    
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11. The book is supported by other materials like review and 
test units.
    





13. Tasks move from simple to complex.     
14. Tasks are varied.     
15. Tasks support teaching objectives.     
16. The language in the textbook is natural and real.     
17. The material is fairly recent.     
NA
 G. Listening
18. The book has appropriate listening tasks with well-defined 
goals.
    
19. Tasks are authentic or close to real language situations.     
20. Various listening contexts such as formal vs. informal con-
texts are considered.
    
NA
 H. Speaking
21. Activities are developed to initiate meaningful communica-
tion.
    
22. Individual, pair and group work are given equal emphasis.     
NA
 I. Reading
23. Length is appropriate.     
24. Difficulty level is appropriate.     
25. Texts are interesting.     
NA
 J. Writing
26. Tasks have achievable goals and take into consideration 
learner capabilities.
    
27. Tasks are interesting.     
NA
 K. Vocabulary
28. The load (number of new words in each lesson) is appropri-
ate to the level of students.
    
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29. There is a good distribution (simple to complex) of vocabu-
lary load across chapters and the whole book.
    
30. New words are sufficiently repeated and recycled across the 
book.  
    
31. Words are contextualized.     
NA
 L. Grammar
32. Grammar is contextualized.     
33. Grammar items are repeated throughout the book.     
NA
 M. Pronunciation
34. Tasks are useful.     
35. Tasks are interesting.
NA
 N. Exercises
36. They have clear instructions.     
37. They are adequate.     
38. They are interesting.     
39. They help students with mixed abilities.     
Scores Interpretation Guide
Level Range Interpretation
0 0.00-0.80 Negligible usefulness
1 0.81-1.60 Low usefulness
2 1.61-2.80 Moderate usefulness
3 2.81-3.60 High usefulness
4 3.61-4.00 Very high usefulness
